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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to the Applicant's response filed 09/29/2003. 

As indicated in Applicant's response, claims 1, 9 have been amended; and claims 17-24 added. 
Claims 1-24 are pending in the office action. 

Claim Objections 

2. Claims 18-24 are objected to because of the following informalities: the term 'computer- 
readable medium ( first line of pertinent claims) has not been recited in the base claim and is 
being interpreted in the rejection as being an 'apparatus' instead. Appropriate correction is 
required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gorshkov et 
al., USPN: 6,490,721 ( hereinafter Gorshkov), in view of Bowman- Amuah, USPN: 6,442,748 ( 
hereinafter Bowman) , and further in view of Khoyi et al, USPN: 5,303,379 ( hereinafter 
Khoyi). 

As per claim 1, Gorshkov discloses debugging method comprising: 

preserving a memory state of a preserved portion of a first software program (e.g. fork — 

col. 3, lines 54-60 - Note: forking a child is equivalent to preserving a parent program, or first 

program); 
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dynamically linking a second software program to the first program without de-allocating 
the first program from volatile memory (e.g. step 10 - Fig. 2; col. 4, lines 29-33 — Note: the 
linking of the child to the target user program being a copy of the parent is equivalent to linking 
second program to first); 

executing the second program (e.g. step 12 - Fig. 2; Fig. 4), the second program when 
executing would cause modifications to the targeted data of the preserved portion of the first 
software program ( e.g. steps 21, 30 — Fig. 4 - Note: child executing a patch call affecting the 
preserved data in the parent code is equivalent to second program would otherwise cause 
modifications to the preserved portion of the parent); and 

making copy of such targeted data (e.g. step 6 - Fig. 2 - Note: the to-be-modified areas 
of parent code being duplicated in child is equivalent to making copy of targeted area) and effect 
the modification of the targeted data (e.g Fig. 2-4). 

But Gorshkov does not specify making a copy of the targeted data and modifying the 
copy of the targeted data to generate a modified copy of the targeted data without modifying the 
targeted data in the preserved portion of the first software. Gorshkov, however, informs about a 
time-efficient debug technique to overcome one potential bug issue inherent to simultaneous 
changes effected by team developer (col. 1, lines 32-47). In a method for extensive code 
modification and integrating environment with code versioning for accommodating multiple 
developers or publishers reminiscent to the code modification and concurrent code change feared 
by Gorshkov, Bowman discloses control of ownership over the target code to change and making 
copy of the target code in each instance of change per publisher or developer without stopping 
the ongoing main process (e.g. col. 177, lines 38-58; col. 293, lines 32-56; Fig. 177-178). 
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Further, the method of code change between processes and uninterrupted change integration such 
as taught by Bowman is further approached by Khoyi via a method for integrating changes of 
data between child processes and parent processes analogous to the debugging child/parent 
paradigm by Gorshkov. Khoyi discloses using of specialized structures to link objects targeted 
in the modifications schemes and thus making copies of targeted portion or object from thus 
linked objects so as to effect modification therein (e.g. col. 3, lines 33-44; col. 38, lines 7-22). It 
would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to modify the code patching such as taught by Gorshkov so, whenever resources are available, to 
implement the technique of creating a copy of the targeted portion and effect the changes therein 
prior to integration as suggested by Bowman and enhanced by Khoyi, because this would 
eliminate the shortcomings of having unresolved code references due to concurrent code changes 
as feared by Bowman and maintain a integrity of the original code for securing roll-outs (e.g. 
Bowman: col. 177, line 60 to col. 178, line 43 ) as well as provide session independency while 
modifying the copy at will (e.g. Khoyi: col. 2, lines 4-17; remain essentially independent - col. 3, 
lines 33 to col. 4, line 42 ). 

As per claim 2, Gorshkov does not disclose publishing the preserved portion of the first 
program with a symbolic name associated it with the second program; nor does Gorshkov 
disclose accessing the second program by multiple users via the symbolic name. Gorshkov, 
however discloses the contention due to multiple users trying to modify code for bugs and the 
desirability to accomplish such code change in a uninterruptive and more controlled manner (e.g. 
col. 1, lines 27-47). A desired resolution to synchronizing multiple and simultaneous changes 
applied to a persistent storage or shared source of data as suggested by Gorshkov is evidenced by 
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Bowman. Bowman suggests the use of versioning services for check-in/check-out of instance or 
copies of objects (e.g. Fig. 14; col. 53, lines 58 to col. 54, line 48; reference this instance — col. 
286, lines 21-45), hence suggested use of identifier (version number) to reference a preserved 
code targeted for changes. It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to provide the users with publishing means which would enable 
user access to the second program the corresponding preserved portions in the first program, i.e. 
using the technique suggested by Bowman to link users to the latest representation of the 
recently updated source data, i.e. version identifier, because this would enable up-to-date data 
access by users as well as imparting user's independency of tasks without risk of infringing upon 
someone's else state of task achieved, thereby avoiding memory reference faults through 
misdirected retrieval/read of obsolete or non-existent or shared data. 

As per claim 3, in the combination of Gorshkov/Bowman of claim 1, Bowman does 
teach a database services (e.g. Fig. 12, 14, 156-161) and this database limitation would have been 
obvious in view of the combined teachings by Gorshkov and Bowman as mentioned in claim 2. 
One of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made would be motivated to modify 
the source code (first program) to upgrade by Gorshkov to make it a database-related program 
because both Gorshkov and Bowman desire to resolve multiple upgrade to the data source and 
expediently propagate the changes to provide persistency to the common source while providing 
fault-free up-to-date data use, using the upgrade technique applied to a copy such as suggested 
by Bowman; and applying the technique of dynamic creating of replica for expediting 
modification before committing as such is one typical operation in a database upgrade 
application. 
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As per claim 4, Gorshkov does not teach a database system; but this limitation has been 
addressed in claim 3 above and would have been obvious herein for the same rationale. On the 
ground that Bowman teaches about a database being updated, Gorshkov further discloses 
preserving of the memory state of the preserved portion of the first program (e.g. steps 22-24 - 
Fig. 4; steps 35-37 - Fig. 5 - Note: the context switching applied to child code being a copy of 
the first program is equivalent to saving state of the first program, and the need to upgrade or 
patch). This, in conjunction with Bowman, is implicitly teaching that a portion in a database 
application has failed or requires immediate interruption for consistency resolution. 

As per claim 5, Gorshkov does not specified accessing the modified copy of the targeted 
data upon a subsequent attempt. Official notice is taken that version control software limiting 
access by a registered user to just the modified copy of a preserved and version-controlled 
document was a well-known concept in the art at the time the invention was made ( e.g. PVCS, 
Sybase). In view of this well-known concept, this instant limitation would have been obvious by 
virtue of the combined teachings by Gorshkov, Bowman (e.g. col. 176, line 48 to col. 177, line 
58 ) and Khoyi using the rationale from claims 1-2 above because the preserved portion of the 
targeted data has now been redirected via a symbolic reference ( e.g. versioned copy) to the 
updated portions applied to the copy of such targeted data. 

As per claim 6, this limitation would have been obvious by virtue of the combined 
teachings by Gorshkov, Bowman and Khoyi above because the process of dynamically linking 
by Gorshkov is thereby further enhanced so as to becoming a dynamic database persisting via 
replication and the teachings by Bowman would have combined to render the subsequent access 
by an user limitation obvious as per the same rationale used in claim 2 above. 
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As per claim 7, Gorshkov discloses dynamic linking and executing of the second 
software program by a user (e.g. col. 4, lines 29-33; step 12 - Fig. 2; Fig. 4); a first modified 
copy of the targeted data (e.g. step 6- Fig. 2). But Gorshkov does not specify the steps of 
executing an operation that would cause modification, performing such operation by making a 
second copy and modifying a second copy being separate from a first modified copy; nor does 
Gorshkov disclose that the first modified copy has been linked and executed by a first user. But 
by virtue of the combined teachings by Gorshkov, Khoyi, and particularly Bowman, these steps 
limitations to link to execute the second software, to generate a modified copy by a first user; 
then repeat the process by creating a modified second copy by another user would have been 
obvious because of the desired intent by Gorshkov/Bowman/Khoyi as not to allow users to 
access undesired or obsolete/unallocated areas of the data stored, thus creating for each user an 
instance (e.g. Bowman: check-in/out - re claim 2) which would direct him/her to an instance of 
claimed/appropriate areas of the latest modified target code; and that the propagation of the data 
changes should be available to all users as intended by Bowman ( re claim 2), with the repeated 
scenario of informing each user with a reference to the latest portion of data to start the 
modification with. 

As per claim 8, the steps as claimed performed by a third user would have been obvious 
in view of the rationale used to reject claim 7; hence are rejected herein using the same ground of 
rejection used in claim 7 above. 

As per claim 9, this is the computer medium version of claim 1 above, hence is rejected 
herein using claim 1 rejection; further using the disclosure by Gorshkov (col. 5, lines 14-23) to 
address the computer-readable medium. 
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As per claim 10, this is the computer medium version of claim 2 above, hence is rejected 
herein using claim 2 rejection. 

As per claims 11-12, these claims correspond to claims 3-4, respectively, hence 
incorporate each the corresponding rejection as set forth therein. 

As per claims 13-16, these claims correspond to claims 5-8, respectively, hence 
incorporate each the corresponding rejection as set forth therein. 

As per claim 17, Gorshkov discloses an apparatus for debugging a first software 
program, such apparatus comprising a memory storing instructions operable for performing the 
steps of: 

preserving (first software program without de-allocating the first); 
dynamically linking (second software program); 
executing the second program; and 

making copy ( targeted data) and effecting modifications to the first software 
just as recited in claim 1 above. 

These steps are rejected herein with the corresponding rejections as set forth therein. 

But Gorshkov does not specify making a copy of the targeted data and modifying the 
copy of the targeted data to generate a modified copy of the targeted data without modifying the 
targeted data in the preserved portion of the first software. This limitation has been addressed in 
claim 1 above and is rejected herein with the same rationale as set forth therein using Bowman 
and Khoyi's combined teachings. 
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As per claims 18-24, these claims are the apparatus (recited as computer readable 
medium) versions of claims 2-8, respectively; hence are rejected using the corresponding 
rejections as set forth respectively therein. 

Response to Arguments 

5. Applicant's arguments filed 09/29/2003 have been fully considered but they are moot in 
view of new grounds of rejection. 

Conclusion 

6. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Tuan A Vu whose telephone number is (703)305-7207. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8AM-4:30PM/Mon-Fri. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kakali Chaki can be reached on (703)305-9662. 
Any response to this action should be mailed to: 

Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 

Washington, D.C. 20231 
or faxed to: 

(703) 872-9306 ( for formal communications intended for entry) 
or: (703) 746-8734 ( for informal or draft communications, please label 
"PROPOSED" or "DRAFT") 

Hand-delivered responses should be brought to Crystal Park II, 2121 Crystal 
Drive, Arlington. VA. , 22202, 4 th Floor( Receptionist). 
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Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305-3900. 



VAT 

November 30, 2003 



KAKAU CHAKS 
SUPE^SORYPATBfrW^ 
TECHNOLOGY COSTER 2100 



